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U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-17. Please refer to USPS LR-H-182, page 3.

a. Please explain why city carrier street costs are distributed to weight
increment in proportion to mail voelume.

b. Is it your opinion that weight has no effect on city carrier street costs?

¢. Please refer to the testimony of Postal Service Witness Nelson (USPS-T-19)
at page 6, lines 15-17. Please confirm that witness Nelson asserts that the
weight of the mail has an impact on letter route driving time. If you cannot
confirm this statement, please explain why.

d. Does this analysis of carrier costs by weight increment assume any
difference in carrier street costs by shape of mail? If yes, please explain
how this is factored into the analysis. If not, please explain why not.

e. Does the shape of the mail affect the city carrier load time costs? If no,
please provide ali support for your position. If yes, piease explain what
affect shape has on city carrier load time costs.

RESPONSE:

a. This assumption was made in interests of simplifying the analysis. Although
there may be some weight related costs in city carrier street time, it is
believed that the majority of costs are piece related.

b. No.

¢. Confirmed.

d. For the analysis leading up to Table 1, no difference in carrier sireet costs by
shape is assumed. Again, this was done for simplicity. For the analysis
leading up to Table 2, the elemental load portion is derived from the CRA
worksheet costs for Standard (A) fiats only (based upon the methods
described in USPS-LR-H-108), and thus takes shape intc account.

e. Yes, see the development of elemental load costs in the CRA workpapers.



U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIESS OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-18. Please refer to Table 2 at page 6 of USPS LR-H-182. Does
Table 2 include flats and other non-letter pieces such as parcels? If so, please
provide the data in Table 2 for flats only.

RESPONSE:

Table 2 includes flats only.




U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-19. Please refer to Table 2 at page 6 of USPS LR-H-182.
Please provide the standard errors of the estimates of unit costs.

RESPONSE:
Since the estimates are formed from a combination of sampling and non-

sampling data systems, standard errors cannot be calculated.



U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-20. Please refer to Tables 1 and 2 of USPS LR-H-182. Do
these tables include data for both Standard Regular (commercial} and Nonprofit
mail? If so, please provide separate tables with the unit costs by weight for
Standard Regular and Standard Nonprofit mail.

RESPONSE:

Table 1 and 2 include both commercial and nonprofit mail. Data for commercial

appears separately in Tables 3 and 4, and for nonprofit in Tables 5 and 6.



U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-21. Please refer to page 3 of USPS LR-H-182.

a. Do dropshipping levels vary by weight increment? Please provide all
available data to support your response.

b. I your response to part (a) is yes, was any adjustment made to remove the
effects on mail processing costs of the different levels of dropshipping from
the data? If no, please explain why not. If yes, please explain what
adjustments were made to the data.

RESPONSE:

a. Yes; the attached table includes data derived from USPS LR-H-108 which

depicts pounds that are dropshipped by ounce increment.

b. No, in the interest of simplicity of presentation, no adjustment for varying

dropship levels was made. In a similar study prepared for Docket No. MC95-

1 (USPS LLR-MCR-12), such an adjustment resulted in insignificant change in

the cost relationships.
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U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-22. Please refer to Table 1 at page 4 of USPS LR-H-182.

a. Please explain how a 13 ounce carrier-route piece can have a unit cost of
6.6 cents while a 12 ounce piece carrier-route piece has a unit cost of 8.0
cents and a 14 ounce carrier-route piece has a unit cost of 13.0 cents.

b. Does this pattern cause you to doubt the accuracy of the underlying data? [f
not, why not?

RESPONSE:

a. Since both the costs and the mail volumes are estimated from statistical
systems, some variation in the unit cost should be expected, especially in the
heavier weight increments where the sample is much thinner than in the
lighter increments. There may also be variations in the amount of
dropshipping, presortation, average haul of non-dropshipped mail, and other
factors, all of which could cause variations in the unit cost by weight
increment.

b. No. Even though there may be variation in unit cost between particular
weight increments as described in this question, the true relationship between
cost and weight should be centered within the variation across weight
increments. The general implication of the study still stands: weight has a

small cost-causative role in Enhanced Carrier Route.



U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-23. Please refer to page 2 of USPS LR-H-182. Was any
attempt made to estimate unit volume variable costs for the Test Year?

RESPONSE:

No.



U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/IUSPS-T36-24. Please refer to page 3 of USPS LR-H-182. With respect to
the distribution of mail processing costs, were these costs distributed using the
MODS cost pools? If no, why not?

RESPONSE:

Yes, each MODS cost pool's variable cost for a particular subclass was
distributed in proportion to the I0CS tally dollar value by weight increment for

direct tallies belonging to that particular cost pool and subclass. See Appendix A

of USPS-LR-H-182.



U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-25. Please refer to Table 2 at page 6 of USPS LR-H-182.

a.

Please explain all possible reasons why the unit costs for one ounce flats
are significantly higher than the unit costs for three ounce flats.

Does the relationship of costs for the one ounce piece compared to the three
ounce piece cause you to doubt the accuracy of the underlying data? If not,
why not?

RESPONSE:

a.

Cne ounce flats are dropshipped less often, are presorted less finely, and are
less automated than three cunce flats. (See response to NAA/USPS-T36-21
and USPS LR-H-108). Statistical variation may account for this phenomenon
as well, since there are significantly less one ounce flats than three ounce
flats.

No. As explained in subpart a, the cost information is consistent with other
data which could explain the higher costs for the first ounce increment. The
study was not intended to detail specific cost relationships between individual
weight cells, but rather provide the generai relationship between weight and

costs.



U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-26. Please refer to Table 3 of USPS LR-H-182.

a. Please confirm that the unit mail processing cost (cost segment 3.1} is 1.76
cents for a one-ounce piece of Standard Regular Carrier-Route Mail. If you
cannot confirm this figure, please provide the correct figure.

b. Please confirm that the unit mail processing cost (cost segment 3.1) is 1.40
cents for a two-ounce piece of Standard Regular Carrier-Route Mail. If you
cannot confirm this figure, please provide the correct figure.

c. Please confirm that the unit mail processing cost (cost segment 3.1) is 0.85
cents for a three-ounce piece of Standard Regular Carrier-Route Mail. If you
cannot confirm this figure, please provide the correct figure.

d. Please explain all possible reasons for the declining unit costs in this cost
segment.

e. When ICCS tally takers record the weight of a piece, is there any tendency
simply to record a piece as one ounce if the piece is below the breakpoint
rather than recording the actual weight of the piece? What steps does the
Postal Service take to ensure that this does not happen?

RESPONSE:

a. Confirmed.

b. Confirmed.

¢. Confirmed.

d. Possible reasons may include a preponderance of letter shaped basic carrier

route mail in the first ounce increment (about 64 percent), which declines to
approximately 20 percent in the third ounce increment. This mail is more
costly than the saturation maii, which makes up about 50 percent of the third-
ounce increment. This could explain, at least in part, the cost relationship

identified in this question.



U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

e. 1OCS tally takers are instructed to record the actual weight of the pieces.

See USPS-LR-H-49 at page 131.




U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-27. Please refer to Table 3 of USPS LR-H-182.

a. Please confirm that the unit city carrier casing (cost segment 6) is 2.26 cents
for a one-ounce piece of Standard Regular Carrier-Route Mail. If you cannot
confirm this figure, please provide the correct figure.

b. Please confirm that the unit city carrier casing (cost segment 6) is 1.38 cents
for a two-ounce piece of Standard Regular Carrier-Route Mail. If you cannot
confirm this figure, please provide the correct figure.

¢. Please confirm that the unit city carrier casing (cost segment 6) is 0.88 cents
for a three-ounce piece of Standard Regular Carrier-Route Mail. if you
cannot confirm this figure, please provide the correct figure.

d. Please provide all possible reasons for the declining unit costs of city carrier
casing.

e. Is there a possibility of error when recording the weight of the piece when the
tally is recorded? If so, please explain.

f. Was any attempt made to adjust the cost data for the density of the mailings
within each weight increment? If so, what adjustments were made in the cost
data to reflect the different densities of the mailings? If no, why not?

g. Was any attempt made to adjust the cost data for the degree of walk-
sequencing of the mailings within each weight increment? if so, what
adjustments were made in the cost data to reflect the differing amounts of
walk-sequencing? If no, why not?

RESPONSE:

a. Confirmed.

b. Confirmed.

c. Confirmed.



U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

. A possible reason may be that the proportion of lower-cost high density and
saturation mail increases from 25 percent at one ounce to 53 percent at three
ounces.

. See response to NAA/USPS-T36-26, subpart e. It is not unreasonable to
expect that there is a possibility for an error to occur in this process.

No. Itis assumed that the question’s use of the term “density” refers to the
proportion of possible deliveries in a route covered by the average mailing in
each ounce increment. No data, other than data separating pieces by shape
and rate category, are available for FY96 to make this kind of adjustment.

. No, in the interest of simplicity of presentation, no attempt was made to
account for varying levels of the use of high-density and saturation mail by

weight increment.



U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-29. Please provide the average unit contribution to institutional
cost for each ounce increment of nondropshipped Standard (A) Regular and
Enhanced Carrier Route mail (excluding non-profit subclasses) at proposed rates
stated separately for:

a. Letters and Nonletters; and
b. below breakpoint and above-breakpoint maii.
RESPONSE:

a and b. Cost coverages (and per piece contribution) are not calcuiated at this

level of detail.



U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-30. Based upon the unit cost data provided in LR-H-182 and
current rates, please provide the average unit contribution to institutional costs
for Standard (A) Regular and Enhanced Carrier Route mail (excluding non-profit
subclasses) stated separately for:

a. letters and nonletters, and
b. below breakpoint and above-breakpoint mail.
RESPONSE:

Cost coverages (and per piece contribution) are not calculated at this level of

detail.



U.S. POSTAL SERVICE RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES OF THE
NEWSPAPER ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA REDIRECTED
FROM WITNESS MOELLER

NAA/USPS-T36-31. Please refer to pages 1 and 2 of Library Reference H-186.
If you cannot answer, please refer to someone who can.

a. Please explain why there are letters that exceed 3.3 ounces.

b. Please explain how a sixteen-ounce piece can have the dimensions of a
letter.

RESPONSE:

a. ltis assumed that this question is referring to USPS LR-H-182. Shape was
determined by processing category, as described in DMM section C050.2.0.
Since weight is not used a defining characteristic of letters, it is possible that
some letters weigh more than 3.3 ounces. However, in the Standard (A) Mail
rate schedule, all pieces weighing more that 3.3 ounces are defined as
ncnletters.

b. According to DMM C050.2.0, the maximum dimensions for a letters are 6 1/8”
by 112" by ¥”, so it is possible to imagine a piece of those dimensions
weighing 16 ounces. As a practical matter, less than one half of one percent

of the sixteen ounce mail in the study was classified as letter-shaped.
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